Of the new papers received 26% were rejected, 26% were published, 10% have been accepted, 8% are with authors for revision and 30% are being reviewed. None had lapsed or been withdrawn. An overview of the status of all papers with the Journal up to 30 April 2003 is presented in Table 1 . It is apparent that the rejection rate for new papers has increased (to 26%) and this is consistent with the editorial aim of improving the standard of the Journal. It is also apparent that far fewer papers have lapsed or been withdrawn. 
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All peer-reviewed journals are absolutely dependent on the quality of the reviews of submitted manuscripts by volunteer reviewers. While editors make an initial assessment of the relevance to readers of a manuscript as well as ensure general writing standards are met, it is the independent reviewers who give detailed feedback about the content, methodology, conclusions and significance to health promotion. Reviewers also give advice to the editors on whether a manuscript should be accepted for publication, revised, or rejected (in their view). Editors then make a decision about the fate of a manuscript and this decision is often, but not always, consistent with the recommendation of reviewers.
The review process of the Health Promotion Journal of Australia has been 'single blinded' in the sense that authors do not know the identity of reviewers, but the identity of the authors has been known to the reviewers. The Journal is moving to 'double blind', where neither authors nor reviewers know each others'identities, although in practice the authors can often be deduced from the content and setting being described. Similarly, reviewers can sometimes be identified by the type of remarks they make about a manuscript.
While the different review processes have recognised weaknesses, peer assessment remains the best approach to screening articles for inclusion or exclusion.
Our experience of the publishing process, as readers, authors, reviewers and editors, is that reviewing is at least as technical a process as writing. However, the skills of reviewing have no formal training program and are often acquired through experience. New reviewers typically report that they found the process very rewarding or very taxing (and sometimes both!). The insights into the publishing process help them understand how their own writing is assessed. Exposure to new material helps keep the reviewer up-to-date with developments in the field. Recognition as a reviewer is an element of professional contribution that can be part of applications for promotion.
What can be done to support reviewers in their critical role in assessing manuscripts? There is a flip side to this question because if authors know the criteria by which their manuscript will be appraised, then they can write in such a way as to address these criteria and therefore improve the standard of their submitted manuscript. When asked to review a manuscript, potential reviewers are provided with a general checklist of what to consider. These include:
• Is the paper relevant to the wider issues of health promotion?
